understood as the fundament of the "Haus", entirely separate from the political-public sphere.
Civil society materialised as a societal phenomenon in connection with Tocqueville's observations on democracy in America; shackled neither by political nor private fetters, civil society is constituted by the diverse intermediary organisations with their various programmes, challenges, interests and projects. The term civil society can be understood as delineating an area, but, in the context of societal phenomena, it can more pertinently be conceived of as describing a practice, namely the self-organising activity of society in the resolution of unavoidable conflicts by civil means. 5 Secondly, the notion of civil society connotes procedural and institutional public life, which entails the influential participation of the citizen in politically institutionalised will-formation.
A coda to the early history of civil society: the post-liberal paradigm of an activist theory of politics and the idea of self organisation of society through voluntary associations played a central but temporally and spatially limited role in the "progressive era" in the United States,
as New York intellectuals, in their urban milieu, briefly bade farewell to laissez-faire capitalism in favour of a systematically interventionist state. The current career of civil society is thanks to the model of the anti-totalitarian, social-and human rights orientated dissent movements in Middle and Eastern Europe in the late '70s and '80s. These movements, even for Western societies, catalysed the ripening of the idea of the civil society as a vision of a republican and radically democratic togetherness. 6 After the (re-)domestication of the term, the '90s heralded its notable worldwide proliferation, with an equally salient diffusion of variations of the post-liberal paradigm, for example, in China or in Islamic societies. This 5 To put it bluntly and somewhat imprecisely: democratic "dispute" culture 6 From the extensive literature on this topic see, in particular: U. Rödel, G. dissemination of the term led inexorably to considerable dilution of its meaning. The Chinese "civil society without democracy" typifies this semantic bankruptcy.
If anything, the silence enveloping civil society is localised in the national context of the West European state. With occasional exceptions, (e.g. the movement against Castor transportation) the peace, environmental, and women's movements seem to have their most active years behind them. In the theoretical discussions, all relevant arguments have been exchanged. 7 Even the Enquete-Commission of the German Parliament has put the sessions on the "future of bourgeois commitments" on ice. As was indicated at the offset, appearances deceive because the battles of (and about the concept of) civil society take place on the transnational plateau. The discovery of civil society in the EU and global(ised) context, in particular after the protests against the IMF, WTO and the politics of heads of state at G7 and G8 summits, means that it is worth questioning whether the semantic arguments have really been set aside.
What role does civil society play in the transnational context? The following thoughts concentrate on a clarification of the usages of the term "civil society" (II); a discussion with the critics of those usages (III); the ambivalent approach of practice toward supranational civil society amongst an organised European civil society (IV); and on the international level with respect to a global civil society (V).
Civil Society as Utopia and Self-description
To know what one is talking about is always helpful, and this is particularly valid with respect to the politically and semantically loaded, oscillating, and fuzzy terminology of civil society.
The same is true, as will be shown, for critics of the discourse pertaining to civil society, and so three usages of the term "civil society" should be distinguished here:
First, civil society is a project: the utopia of a self-organising, democratic society, one respectful of human rights and civil liberties. Since the time of the philosophical founders of the liberal paradigm, this project has been idealistic, progressively drafting since its very founding the blueprint of a future and only partially realised civil society, in which people live together as interactive, peaceable citizens. Freely and independently, these people gather themselves into associations, in the public fora, cooperating and reaching mutual agreement on the communal transactions of society, under the rule of law and the constitution, without untoward interference from a despotic, totalitarian or paternalistic state, with measured tolerance for diversity and for the establishment of a minimal solidarity, conducive to social equality. 8 Tocqueville gave this project, the form and substance of which he (not necessarily erroneously) identified in American society, the title of "society of equality".
Second, civil society is used as a critical tool, which enumerates the elements of the project as normative, anti-authoritarian yardsticks. These yardsticks permit the disappointing reality to be compared (unfavourably) to an aspirational normative blueprint. In this context, civil society becomes a weapon which can be brandished in the face of an authoritarian regime, an officially regulated public sphere, curtailments of free expression, an entrenched system of governance or other institutional structures or phenomena which emasculate or undermine the public.
Third, civil society functions as a descriptive or analytical term, 9 which separates a specific sphere, the non-political, the associative scene, or the realm of self-organisation from the province of the state. Alternatively, the term may be used to chart the borderlines between/beyond the state, the economy and the private sphere. Clearly, the words "between"
or "beyond" (state and market) indicate, on the one hand, a transition to a post-liberal paradigm and, on the other, the inadequacy of the logic of this demarcation. In what follows, the logic of demarcation is converted into sheer heuristics; facilitating the analytical fencingoff of an area of action comprising the activities of clubs, social movements, and nongovernmental organisations. This practice encloses a symbolic field of public discourse, with moveable boundaries, in which the public engagement of predominantly weak institutionalised groups, initiatives, societies and networks takes root. This field is adjacent, but not necessarily in opposition, to state and market.
The descriptive-analytical term usefully pertains to the practice of voluntary public associations. We can distinguish an internal and an external aspect, which are intertwined in this practice. For both, it is noteworthy that the predicate "civil" is of real import, and the players in this game, that is, the active citizenry, and the rules of the game, are distinguishable by virtue of a specific relationship to the law. The internal aspect describes the integrative significance of civil society. Here, "civility" is the watchword with respect to the modalities of civil disagreements. Civility implies on the one hand an ability and readiness of individuals to act in collectives (agency), and on the other an intimate relationship to the ethic of equality.
In discussions in the realm of civil society, the actors signal their adherence to this ethic by The external aspect constitutes the meaning of civil society for the establishment of legitimately reached official decisions. As a result of efforts to influence the public, political office holders, institutions, or economic actors and groups, public associations, particularly those dedicated to freedom of expression and association, have a public utility. In this sense, civil society, with its specific organisational structuring of free will and its communicative rationality, mediates between the different sectors of national state society and its organisational forms (bureaucracy, market) and rationalities (power and exchange).
The difference between the internal and external aspects attaches to the everyday usages of the terminology and permits the more accurate rendering of the normative implications and the potential ambivalences of civil societal practice: civility or civil society characterises, as a democratic predicate, the manner of social intercourse in the form of spontaneous, voluntary self-organisation. It refers to the autonomy of the citizenry and the constitutional embodiment of the general rights and liberties of action and association. It is questionable whether or not the organisations and associations of civil society may lose their civil quality or be degraded where they are supported by the state or partially integrated into official decision-making processes, with its correlative demands of representative and responsible structures.
Civil society also refers to the place and mode of social intercourse in public arenas, that is, outside of the institutional or official (or economic) decision-making processes, and is, in a broad sense, geared towards the public interest. This republican-democratic component may be understood as the expression of special rights to political communication and participation in public fora. To that extent, the predicate, "civil", must be jettisoned where the activities of the citizenry lose that public quality, and/or when they are conducted in a strictly prudential manner. Finally, as a synonym for civility, civil society contains clear normative connotations, and prescribes a particular modality for conflict resolution and the pursuit of interests. Civility 
Critique and Riposte
Before analysing the roles and abilities of civil society on the transnational level, I wish first to engage with several criticisms, in order to prevent avoidable misunderstandings accompanying us on our journey from the national to the transnational. The first criticism concerns the theoretical inflation of the description "civil society" from a sphere or sector of society (or a specific practice of associated actors) to an elaboration of the entire community, and this complaint should be considered in unison with the foregoing observations and terminological clarifications. Thereafter, it should be clear in the following discussion that, in the national context, a logically demarcated, total conception of civil society -for example as a total demos or an association of associations -is both theoretically and empirically implausible.
A further criticism aims at conceptions of civil society which, rather than exorbitantly inflating its meaning, attribute to it, as a politicised sector, a special role: namely as a policy centre. The criticism runs like this: "the semantics of civil society [can be seen] as a utopian vanishing point against the differentiated society of unity". 12 That in such besieged conceptions of the civil society it takes over the functions of which Luhmann disapproves, namely that of a normative or critical yardstick of an observatory or a policy centre, 13 would hardly be a scandalous condemnation unless, of course, the dicta of the founder of modern systems theory had the character of canonised remedies for the post-modern, disregard for which would incur social opprobrium from groups of believers. This criticism is not watertight: in reality, actors in civil society (like actors in other fields, but due to the politicisation of their practices, particularly those in civil society) perceive their activities as supplementary or complementary phenomena. Systems theory cannot evade this conclusion and still enumerates -not entirely ironically -a society of societies. To paint oneself a picture of the society of societies, or a world society, seems to be an anthropological fait accompli.
That does not mean that in practice theoretically grounded functional differentiation should be abandoned, however in contradistinction to systems theory, the embattled action-theoretical viewpoint perceives the quotidian background assumptions -without also assuming that these are a correct description of society -and takes the political imagination of individuals seriously. It remains lodged in a pluralistic or, if you prefer, a polyarchical perspective: "Civil society no longer submits itself to an image of unity".
14 This "criticism of unity", although slightly off-target, is not easily dodged, as it refers to a converging tendency of thinkers leading towards civil societal conceptions: politicism. This describes the overestimation and overburdening of the citizenry as "full time activists" of participatory democracy, in the realm of public freedom in a republic. Contrary to such a misunderstanding, probably arrived at due to the democratic question, it is worth noting that the members of social movements and networks do not have to make significant, enduring contributions in order to be understood as actors in civil society.
A third complaint arises apropos the normativity of the discourse about civil society, in that some conceptions read like the tenets of liberal constitutionalism. On the other hand, however, a civil society may not obtain without normative connotations and implications.
Denormativised civil society would be mere society, the "civil" having been rendered otiose.
As an alternative to the nomenclature of "civil", a society might be termed "civilised", "orderly", "unofficial", or "regulated" in order to describe the distinguishing normative features of its social practice. It is not contentious that "civil society" presupposes a society that refrains from certain actions; we are not, therefore, discussing the purity of the conception, but its coherence and concordance with the observed phenomena. Not every form of protest deserves the title "civil", and it does not speak for the suitability of categorisations when civil society, by dint of its ethic of equity and self-restraint, is entitled, the "community of the well-intentioned". and, on the other, the disappointment and alienation of the "Europeans". 17 To questions such as how those who are governed from Brussels can be included in the community system, how their influence can be secured, and how the democratic deficit may be restituted, governance and civil society should be considered as being two of the possible answers.
What can still be detected in the anti-totalitarian dissident groups and civil movements in middle and Eastern Europe, can now also be identified in the context of the EU as a top-down project run by enlightened technocrats. The target of the reform project is, inter alia, the improvement of "rules, processes and behaviour that affect the way in which powers are exercised at the European level, particularly as regards accountability, clarity, coherence, efficiency and effectiveness". 18 For several years, especially with respect to subsidiarity and its traditional formulation, which informs the politics of constant consultation with "outside interest groups", the Commission has attempted to expand and formalise "open and structured dialogue" with the representatives of "organised civil society". 19 There is emphatic talk of citizens ceasing to be passive "objects" of the administrative process, and maturing into Brussels by civil groups, networks and organisations in their traditional casting as resistance to the powers-that-be.
Might and myth of the "Global Civil Society"
Appearing in the early 90s, noticeably at the World Summit at Rio in 1992, and rapidly spreading to various other world fora, the Global Civil Society, has remained on the scene and in the headlines with spectacular protests, and global fora attended by thousands of representatives, with militancy in Seattle, Genoa and elsewhere, featuring campaigns against landmines, child labour and poverty and for the rights of indigenous peoples, women and political prisoners. Alongside ambitious aims propagated by international NGOs such as "planetary citizenship", "cosmopolitan democracy" or "new world order", less lofty goals, familiar to the European ear, take their place, such as public participation, consultation, transparency and political accountability.
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Globalisation is often acknowledged, perhaps too eagerly, as a midwife of Global Civil
Society. What such a society can constitute and what it could achieve should not, however, be considered without at least a cursory clarification of the globalisation phenomenon. The various attempts at definition throw into relief two aspects of the new globality: first, the transcendence of space, borders, areas, and distances ("supraterritoriality) 29 ; and second, a quasi-contemporaneity of processes of political decisions, economic production, and social 34 BINGO is the acronym for business-oriented international non-governmental organisation themselves in altruism and infiltrate the sundry world fora. Especially poisonous to reputation are those associations that openly propagate anti-semitic, chauvinistic, racist or fundamentalist ideologies or those whose authoritarian organisational structure does not sit comfortably with a democratic, rights-based image. These poisonous elements are best filtered out with a precise, normative conception and energetic, argumentative defence of the notion of the "civil".
As in the context of the EU, where organised civil society is expected to compensate for a democratic deficit (next to institutional reforms), in the transnational context, the Global Civil
Society is assumed to play a similar role, namely the bridging of the chasm between supraterritoriality and geopolitical self-determination. 42 between actors and the stabilising effect of social norms, and it is not contentious that these norms cannot be economic in nature. 43 Social capital is rather the product of integral social relationships and the engagement of the citizenry generated not exclusively but notably through multiple memberships in associations. Relatedly, civil society and the economy, on all levels, are interested in one another because they presuppose one another.
The engagement of the citizenry can also produce problematic results in the global context,.
These can, nevertheless, be highlighted from the perspective of the civil society itself. We owe the theory of collective action to the insight that close-knit social organisations tend to inefficient cartel building and corruption. 44 Observable on the transnational level is the trend that uncooperative, prudentially-motivated civil organisations have precipitated a refeudalisation, and the institutions of international society, which should be deployed against various iniquities, can have a disintegrative effect. 45 These re-feudalising tendencies are intensified through the accreditation-and consultation-practices of the international organisations, which divide the civil society into two. system, no thought is given to the inclusion of civil society through consultation-procedures or to making the deliberative process more transparent.
We cannot expect a divided civil society, ostracised from the dominant planetary powerbearers, to provide a workable alternative to a market-orientated international order. More probably, we can anticipate that the accredited NGOs will petition for improved conditions of cooperation and consultation in order to crystallise their status. They may succeed in enriching the agendas of international finance and trade organisations with social and environmental concerns and in increasing the transparency of decision-making processes.
More cannot be expected of the global or European civil societies. In particular, we should not anticipate that normative structures that curtail the principles and interests of powerful states or more powerful companies will be institutionalised, nor should we foresee that the extreme global inequalities will be righted.
The prime "profession" of the associations of civil society is to attract media attention to iniquity, scandalising misfeasance, not to save the world. In this vein, these actors should seek recognition, not domestication. In the event that they are not successful in representing their legitimate interests in the relevant institutions, they should be mindful that the organisations of civil society have always prosecuted the good-natured besiegement of institutions, and this is the practice par excellence of the organised citizenry. This solace may console every level of civil society, be it national, supranational, or global.
